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Na natpisima oslobođeničkih sevira u Naroni javlja se kratica MM koja je u literaturi i epigrafičkim bazama protumačena kao sintagma VIvir 
m(agister) M(ercurialis) ili VIvir m(onu)m(entum) ob honorem. Epigrafičkom analizom natpisa iz Narone i komparacijom sa srodnim spo�
menicima iz Betike, Lacija i Kampanije opovrgnuta su takva čitanja i predloženo je da se MM razriješi s municipibus municipii. Kroz konfronta�
ciju sa znanstvenim mišljenjima odbačeni su stavovi o dvostrukom municipalitetu i transformaciji iz duovirata u kvatuorvirat, a prihvaćen je 
Vittinghoffov model kojim se opovrgava mogućnost izračuna vremena konstitucije kolonije na osnovi imena tribusa stanovnika. Na temelju 
rekonstrukcije gospodarskog, političkog i administrativnog profila kasnorepublikanske i ranocarske Narone, dopunjena je Medinijeva teza o 
promjenama statusa oslobođenika u toj koloniji. Zaključak je da se naronitanska zajednica transformirala zbog provođenja zakona lex Iulia 
municipalis, lex Roscia i lex Iulia theatralis kojima se regulira položaj društvenih slojeva i interesnih grupa. Potomci oslobođenika iz vremena 
staroga naronitanskog konventa proželi su se s pridošlim italskim kolonistima, a novi sloj libertina više nije imao pristupa privilegiranom 
položaju u upravi grada. 
Ključne riječi: Narona, oslobođenici, seviri, municipes municipii, magister Mercurialis
The abbreviation of MM that can be found on the inscriptions commissioned by freedmen seviri from the Roman municipality of Narona, 
has been interpreted in scientific literature and epigraphic databases as: VIvir m(agister) M(ercurialis) or VIvir m(onu)m(entum) ob honorem. 
Based on the epigraphic analysis and on the comparison with similar monuments from Latium, Campania and the province of Baetica, this 
interpretation is hereby disputed, and the alternative one proposed, resolving the abbreviation of MM as municipubus municipii. The notion of 
a dual municipality in Narona, and of a corresponding transformation from quattuorviri to duoviri is also disputed. The Vithinghoff model, re�
jecting the possibility of utilization of inhabitants’ tribus names as the basis for the calculation of the timeline of the constitution of the colony, 
is substantiated. Medini’s account of the changes of status of the freedmen (libertini) in Narona is complemented through a reconstruction of 
the economic, political and administrative profile of the Late Republican and Early Imperial Narona. It has been concluded that the Naronitan 
community had undergone a transformation in order to comply with lex Iulia municipalis, lex Roscia and lex Iulia theatralis, regulating the 
position of social orders and interest groups. Descendants of the freedmen from the times of the old conventus proceeded to amalgamate 
with the newly�arrived settlers with the civil status, while the subsequently freed libertines enjoyed no more access to privileged positions in 
the municipal administration.
Key words: Narona, freedmen, seviri, municipes municipii, magister Mercurialis
Narona je rano uspostavljena kao vojni mostobran za 
osvajanje Ilirika (Zaninović 1980: 173–181), a plodna dolina 
rijeke Naron omogućila je formiranje senatskih posjeda i 
organiziranje moćnog oslobođeničkog sloja (Wilkes 1969: 
245–252; Medini 1980: 195–197; Glavičić 2002: 573–590). Iz 
kolonije Julije Narone potječe važan korpus natpisa iz kas�
Narona was established early as a military beachhead 
for the conquest of the Illyricum (Zaninović 1980: 173–181), 
while the fertile valley of the Naron River allowed for the 
formation of senatorial holdings and the development of 
a powerful freedmen rank (Wilkes 1969: 245–252; Medini 
1980: 195–197; Glavičić 2002: 573–590). An important body 
of inscriptions from the Late Republic and Early Imperial 
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norepublikanskog i ranocarskog razdoblja. Novo dru�tve�
no uređenje, principat, okončalo je institucionalnu krizu 
propale Republike i reformiralo odnose unutar dru�tvenih 
slojeva. Dinamičnost socijalnih procesa u Naroni nagla�ena 
je, jer naselje u tom prijelaznom razdoblju, u doba Cezara ili 
Oktavijana, stječe status kolonije (AE 1912, 45; Wilkes 1969: 
248; Cambi 1978: 57–59), a dvije krupne grupe, stari sloj na�
seljenika s dominantnim oslobođeničkim slojem i doseljeni 
kolonisti koji su rimski građani, uspostavljaju novi balans 
moći i postupno se amalgamiraju u municipes, slobodno 
stanovni�tvo grada. Nakon analize skraćenice MM koja se 
javlja na natpisima iz Narone, dat ćemo novi prijedlog nje�
zina značenja, a zatim objasniti kako ona ilustrira dru�tvene 
mijene u gradu.
Na nekoliko naronitanskih spomenika navodi se i kratica 
MM. U znanstvenoj literaturi ona se razrje�ava kao dio sin�
tagme VIvir m(agister) M(ercurialis) ili VIvir m(onu)m(entum) 
ob honorem. U epigrafičkim bazama, kao i u recentnoj ra�
spravi (Rodà de Llanza 2011: 189–195; Mayer i Olivé 2010: 
250–266), na natpisima oslobođenika koji pripadaju grupi 
spomenika podignutih u povodu postizanja municipalne 
časti (ob honorem), nude se oba rje�enja. Primjer je CIL 3, 
1798 u bazi Clauss Slaby (EDCS�27500106) gdje se donosi 
rje�enje s m(onu)m(entum): L(ucius) Lusius Corpio / L(ucius) 
Lusius Quintio / L(uci) lib(ertus) IIIIIIvir / m(onu)m(entum) ob 
h(onorem). Heidelber�ka baza (HD053393) ispravlja lekciju 
toga natpisa, a riječ monumentum zamjenjuje se s m(agistri) 
M(ercuriales): L(ucius) Lusius Corpio / L(ucius) Lusius Quintio / 
L(uci) lib(erti) IIIIIIvir(i) / m(agistri) M(ercuriales) ob h(onorem). 
Također unutar identične kategorije natpisa, npr. posvet�
nih (CIL 3, 1770: Divo Augusto sacrum; CIL 3, 1792: Mercurio 
Augusto sacrum), na dvojak se način tumači �to bi dedi�
kanti trebali biti s obzirom na značenje kratice MM: seviri 
magistri Mercuriales ob honorem (HD053377; HD053386; 
HD053393; HD053394; EDCS�26600654; EDCS�26600654; 
EDCS�26600655; EDCS�10100818; EDCS�26600666) ili seviri 
monumenti ob honorem (EDCS�27500093; EDCS�27500102; 
EDCS�27500106; EDCS�27500107). Smatramo da takva rje�e�
nja nisu dobra. 
Ako prihvatimo mogućnost da skraćenica MM znači ma�
gistri Mercuriales, moramo odgovoriti jesu li oni samostalno 
tijelo neovisno o sevirima ili su to jedinstveni seviri magistri 
Mercuriales. Na osnovi rasporeda riječi u formulaciji IIIIIIviri 
ob honorem MM (CIL 3, 1775 i CIL 3, 1800) smatramo da nije 
moguće da se ime nekog tijela ili položaja razdvaja umet�
nutim izrazima koji opisuju akciju toga istog tijela. Znači, 
možemo jedino prihvatiti da je eventualno riječ o dva od�
vojena, različita tijela. Jedno bi bilo sevirat, drugo bi činili 
magistri Mercuriales. Međutim, tom prijedlogu protivi se či�
njenica da na �est natpisa seviri MM (negdje se javlja jedna 
osoba, negdje vi�e njih, a na natpisu CIL 3, 1770 nabrojeno 
je poimence svih �est oslobođenika) podižu spomenike ob 
periods hails from the colony of Iulia Narona. The new ty�
pe of social order, the principate, brought about the end to 
the institutional crisis of the failed Republic, and reformed 
relations between the social strata. The dynamic nature of 
these social processes had been particularly marked in Na�
rona, as the settlement was raised to the status of a colony 
during this transitional period, in Caesar’s or Octavian’s ti�
mes (AE 1912, 45; Wilkes 1969: 248; Cambi 1978: 57–59), whi�
le the two large social groups, the old settlers dominated 
by the freedmen, and the newly arrived colonists with the 
status of Roman citizens, arrived at a new balance of power 
and became gradually amalgamated into the municipes, 
the free inhabitants of the city. Following the analysis of the 
abbreviation MM, evident in the Naronitan inscriptions, an 
alternative interpretation of its meaning would be provided 
in the present article, along with an explanation of how it 
illustrated the social change in the city. 
The said abbreviation, MM, appears on several Naroni�
tan monuments. The interpretation found in the scientific 
literature suggest it to be a part of the string: VIvir m(onu)
m(entum) ob honorem; or: VIvir m(agister) M(ercurialis) (Rodà 
de Llanza 2011: 189–195; Mayer i Olivé 2010: 250–266). 
Both resolutions are found in the epigraphic database of 
monuments erected by the freedmen on the occasion of 
their accession to the municipal honour (ob honorem). One 
such example is CIL 3, 1798 from the Clauss Slaby collection 
(EDCS�27500106) where the following resolution is cited: s 
m(onu)m(entum): L(ucius) Lusius Corpio / L(ucius) Lusius Qu�
intio / L(uci) lib(ertus) IIIIIIvir / m(onu)m(entum) ob h(onorem). 
The Heidelberg collection (HD053393), proposes a correc�
ted resolution, where the term of monumentum is replaced 
by m(agistri) M(ercuriales): L(ucius) Lusius Corpio / L(ucius) Lu�
sius Quintio / L(uci) lib(erti) IIIIIIvir(i) / m(agistri) M(ercuriales) ob 
h(onorem). Also within the frame of an identical collection 
of inscriptions, e.g. the consecration ones (CIL 3, 1770: Divo 
Augusto sacrum; CIL 3, 1792: Mercurio Augusto sacrum), there 
are alternative interpretations of the status of dedicants in 
reference to the abbreviation of: seviri magistri Mercuriales 
ob honorem (HD053377; HD053386; HD053393; HD053394; 
EDCS�26600654; EDCS�26600654; EDCS�26600655; 
EDCS�10100818; EDCS�26600666) or seviri monumenti ob ho�
norem (EDCS�27500093; EDCS�27500102; EDCS�27500106; 
EDCS�27500107). We find these resolutions lacking. 
If we are to accept the possibility that the abbreviati�
on MM signifies magistri Mercuriales, we need to provide 
the answer to the question on whether they represented 
a body independent of the seviri or were there the unitary 
seviri magistri Mercuriales. The placement of words in the 
formulation IIIIIIviri ob honorem MM (CIL 3, 1775 and CIL 3, 
1800), seems to indicate the unlikelihood of a resolution 
where the name of a body or of a position would be se�
parated by inserts describing actions by that same body. 
Consequently, we can only conclude that two separate and 
discrete bodies are in question. The sevirate would repre�
sent one of these bodies, while the other one would consist 
of the magistri Mercuriales. The fact that seviri MM are cited 
in six inscriptions as the ones erecting the monuments ob 
honorem (in some of them one person is listed, in other mul�
tiple ones, while CIL 3, 1770 lists all six freedmen by name) 
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honorem, a začuđujuće je da bi tu akciju poduzela �estori�
ca koji su tobože istodobno pripadnici dvaju različitih tijela. 
U duhu rimske prakse jest da se postizanje pojedinih, za�
sebnih položaja obilježava i zasebnim počastima, a ne da 
se grupno slave. Ukratko, podaci iz natpisa pokazuju da ne 
postoje ni dva zasebna tijela. Takvu situaciju dodatno po�
tvrđuju primjeri natpisa iz Narone na kojima su spomenuti 
samo seviri, bez oznake MM (CIL 3, 1793; CIL 3, 1828; ILJug 
2, 654), dok s druge strane nemamo ni jedan primjer da bi 
se spomenuli samo m(agistri) M(ercuriales), pa tako ni u si�
tuaciji ob honorem. Da je u Naroni jako upitno postojanje 
tijela magistri Mercuriales vidimo i stoga jer se oni ne spo�
minju na nadgrobnim spomenicima. U slijedu obna�anih 
časti pojedinih preminulih oslobođenika javlja se sevirska 
služba, ali nemamo ni jedan primjer onih koji bi uz tu titulu 
VIvir istaknuli slova MM, tj. funkciju magister Mercurialis, kao 
�to se predlaže na drugim tipovima spomenika. Na primjeru 
starijeg čitanja dva natpisa iz Narone, komparativnom anali�
zom ilustrirat ćemo takvu situaciju. Prvi je nadgrobni natpis 
(ILJug 3, 1888): Sex(tus) Herennius / Sex(ti) l(ibertus) Eros IIIIIIvir 
/ Licinia Q(uinti) f(ilia) Iucunda / Herennia Sex(ti) fil(ia) Tyc(h)e 
/ Herennia Sex(ti) lib(erta) [�����]. Smatramo da se Seksto He�
renije Eros javlja i na drugom, posvetnom, natpisu (ILJug 3, 
1870): Aesculapio / sacrum / M(arcus) Caesius M(arci) l(ibertus) 
/ Primus / [S]ex(tus) Herennius / Sex(tus) Sex(ti) l(ibertus) Eros / 
IIIIIIviri / m(agistri) M(ercuriales) ob h(onorem). 
Prije dokazivanja treba primijetiti da postoji dvojba oko 
interpretacije broja i imena osoba na natpisu ILJug 3, 1870. 
Jedna je pouzdano M. Caesius M. libertus Primus. Slijedi imen�
ska formula Sex. Herennius Sex. Sex. l. Eros. U heidelber�koj 
bazi (HD025221) drže to imenom jedne osobe, a udvojeno 
ime Sextus u sredini protumačili su kao kognomen. U tom 
bi slučaju osoba imala dva kognomena (Sextus, Eros) izme�
đu kojih je oznaka libertinskog statusa i prenomen patrona 
(Sextus). To se rje�enje čini lo�im, jer začuđuje i dvostruki 
kognomen oslobođenika (natpis je vjerojatno iz ranog prin�
cipata) i smje�taj libertinske oznake između dva kognome�
na. Drugačije moguće rje�enje jest da je klesar pogre�kom 
uklesao jedno ime Sextus vi�e nego �to treba, a ispravno 
bi ime glasilo Sex. Herennius Sex. l. Eros. Također, možemo 
predložiti da se unutar navedene formule kriju imena dvi�
ju osoba čiji bi zajednički patron bio Sex. Herennius. U tom 
slučaju, patron Seksto Herenije i dva oslobođenika dijelila 
su isti praenomen i nomen, pa bi to mogao biti razlog kon�
trahiranja imena dvaju oslobođenika. Znači, riječ bi bila o 
oslobođenicima čije bi cjelovito ime bilo: 1. Sex. Herennius 
Sex. libertus i 2. Sex. Herennius Sex. libertus Eros. Postoje epi�
grafički primjeri za takvu „u�tedu” prostora. Bez obzira na 
to koje je rje�enje ispravno, tj. krije li se iza navedene for�
mule jedan oslobođenik Sex. Herennius Sex. libertus Eros ili je 
to ime jedne od dvije navedene osobe, on je sevir i kraj te 
titule donosi se oznaka MM. 
seems to contradict such an interpretation, as it would be 
unusual for the six men to undertake this if they are suppo�
sedly the members of two different bodies at the same ti�
me. The spirit of the Roman practice is to celebrate the atta�
inment of individual and varying honours separately, not 
jointly. In consequence, the data from the inscriptions seem 
to also indicate the absence of two separate bodies. This is 
reinforced additionally by the examples of inscriptions from 
Narona where seviri are mentioned without the marcation 
of MM (CIL 3, 1793; CIL 3, 1828; ILJug 2, 654), while on the 
other side, there are no examples of a mention of simple 
m(agistri) M(ercuriales), including in ob honorem situations. 
The fact that the sepulchral monuments in Narona do not 
include the mention of the magistri Mercuriales also seems 
to indicate that their presence in the colony is questionable. 
The sequence of honours attained by individual freedmen, 
as listed on their monuments, does list the office of sevir, but 
no examples of the title of a VIvir being accompanied by the 
letters MM i.e. the function of the magister Mercurialis. Using 
the example of an earlier interpretation of two of the Naro�
na inscriptions, a comparative analysis may provide an illu�
stration of the above�mentioned situation. The first of them 
is the sepulchral inscription: (ILJug 3, 1888): Sex(tus) Herenni�
us / Sex(ti) l(ibertus) Eros IIIIIIvir / Licinia Q(uinti) f(ilia) Iucunda 
/ Herennia Sex(ti) fil(ia) Tyc(h)e / Herennia Sex(ti) lib(erta) [�����]. 
We believe that the same Sextus Herenius Eros is mentioned 
in the second, consecration inscription: (ILJug 3, 1870): Aes�
culapio / sacrum / M(arcus) Caesius M(arci) l(ibertus) / Primus 
/ [S]ex(tus) Herennius / Sex(tus) Sex(ti) l(ibertus) Eros / IIIIIIviri / 
m(agistri) M(ercuriales) ob h(onorem). 
Before embarking on an evidentiary exposition, it sho�
uld also be noted that there are alternative interpretati�
ons of the number and names of the individuals listed in 
the inscription ILJug 3, 1870. One of them is reliably read as 
M. Caesius M. libertus Primus. The next appellation is listed 
as Sex. Herennius Sex. Sex. l. Eros. In the Heidelberg collec�
tion (HD025221), it is assumed to be the name of a single 
individual, where the double mention of the Sextus in the 
middle part of the inscription is viewed as the cognomen. 
If this were the case, the person would have had two co�
gnomens (Sextus, Eros), separated by the mark of a libertine 
status and the praenomen of the patron (Sextus). This re�
solution seems a poor one, as both the double cognomen 
of the freedman (the inscription probably dates to the early 
Principate) and the location of the libertine mark between 
the two cognomens is unusual. An alternative resolution is 
based on the assumption that the stonemason committed 
a mistake by carving one superfluous mention of the name 
of Sextus, and suggests that the correct text would read Sex. 
Herennius Sex. l. Eros. It could also be proposed that the text 
refers to two individuals, with Sex. Herennius as their joint 
patron. In this case, the patron Sextus Herennius and the 
two freedmen shared the same praenomen and nomen, 
and this could have caused the contraction of the names 
of the two freedmen. Consequently, the freedmen’s names 
would have been the following: 1. Sex. Herennius Sex. liber�
tus i 2. Sex. Herennius Sex. libertus Eros. There are epigraphic 
examples of such parsimony. Regardless of which the abo�
ve�listed solutions may be correct, i.e. of whether the text 
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Na prvom, nadgrobnom, spomeniku Seksta Hereni�
ja Erosa nema kratice MM premda je navedena seviratska 
funkcija. Razlog izostavljanja jest �to oznaka, prema na�em 
prijedlogu, ne označava neku dužnost (nije riječ o tijelu ma�
gistri Mercuriales), pa ne spada na popis obna�anih časti (cur�
sus honorum). Zaključimo da rje�enje problema ne treba sa�
gledati kroz poku�aj dokazivanja pogre�ne pretpostavke da 
kratica MM označava tijelo zasebno od sevira, a nije točan 
ni drugi prijedlog o postojanju jedinstvenog tijela seviri MM. 
Na prvi pogled ovakva tvrdnja nije u skladu s evidenci�
jom iz drugih dijelova Carstva. Velik broj natpisa na kojima 
se nedvojbeno javljaju magistri Mercuriales potječe iz Lacija, 
Kampanije i Apulije (CIL 2, 1417; CIL 6, 510; AE 1912, 106; AE 
1937, 131; AE 1964, 131; AE 1964, 132; AE, 1988, 257; AE 1992, 
285; AE 1999, 538). Te su osobe većinom oslobođeničkog 
statusa �to je jasno naznačeno, međutim, nemamo ni jedan 
primjer da bi ti magistri na natpisu pokazali da su ujedno 
i seviri. Na epigrafičkim spomenicima iz Carstva slova MM 
razrje�avaju se i na druge načine. U onim slučajevima u koji�
ma je nedvojbeno riječ o magistrima nekih bogova (tj. služ�
benicima u hramu ili na nekoj drugoj nižoj kultnoj funkciji, 
nikako svećeničkoj), oni su statusno građani ili oslobođenici 
ili robovi. Njihove titule glase: magister mentis Bonae (CIL 10, 
6512; AE 1912, 106; EDCS�44800354; EDCS�44800355), ma�
gister Martis (CIL 1, 1801) i magister Minervalis (CIL 5, 7462; 
CIL 5, 7565). U slučaju naronitanskih natpisa, kraticu MM ne 
možemo razrije�iti na jedan od tih načina jer protiv toga vri�
jede isti argumenti kojima smo odbacili mogućnost da se u 
Naroni spominju magistri Mercuriales. Usput, u prethodnim 
primjerima, kada se oslobođenik predstavlja kao magistar 
(�mentis, �Martis, �Minervalis), ta funkcija nikad nije veza�
na uz sevirsku službu. Sličnog su karaktera magistri mon�
tis iz Karnunta koji su osoblje svetoga karnuntinskog brda 
Pfaffenberg (AE 1982, 777; AE 1982, 784; AE 1991, 1314). Tamo 
je specifična situacija u kojoj veterani, rimski građani, čine 
sloj magistara. 
Spomenuto je da se zbog navedenih nedoumica u epi�
grafičkoj bazi Clauss Slaby ponekad kratica MM razrje�ava 
na drugačiji način, kao dio sintagme IIIIIIviri ob honorem 
monumenti. Takav prijedlog treba odbaciti, pogotovo na 
primjeru natpisa CIL 3, 1801, u kontekstu kojeg ona ne�
ma smisla. U tom i nekim drugim slučajevima (HD053377; 
HD053386; HD053393; HD053394) stoga je u heidelber�koj 
bazi ostavljeno rje�enje magistri Mercuriales, koje smo ge�
neralno opovrgli. Osim toga, takva nedosljednost u epigra�
fičkim rje�enjima, primijenjena u istom kontekstu i na istim 
tipovima spomenika, te�ko da odražava stvarnu situaciju. 
Na� prijedlog ide u drugom smjeru, a to je da slova 
MM upućuju na okolnosti u kojima je sevirat postignut ili 
na objekt prema kojem je radnja toga tijela usmjerena. 
Konkretno, sintagmu treba razrije�iti s VIviri m(unicipibus) 
m(unicipii). Analogna epigrafička rje�enja nalazimo na broj�
refers to one freedman named Sex. Herennius Sex. libertus 
Eros, or the inscription refers to two individuals as explained 
above, the person(s) is the sevir and the mark of MM is listed 
next to this title.
The first, sepulchral monument of the Sextus Herennius 
Eros does not contain a reference to MM, although the se�
virate function is in fact listed. The reason for this omission, 
according to the interpretation proposed by the authors 
hereby, is the fact that the mark of MM does not in fact re�
fer to a duty (of magistri Mercuriales) and is therefore absent 
from the list of honours (cursus honorum). We would like to 
propose that the resolution of the present problem is not 
to be based on the attempts to prove a faulty proposition 
that the abbreviation of MM signified a body separate from 
the seviri, or the incorrect suggestions of the existence of a 
unitary body of seviri MM. 
At the first glance, such a claim contradicts the evidence 
hailing from other parts of the Empire. The large number 
of inscriptions indubitably referring to magistri Mercuriales 
stem from Latium, Campania and Apulia (CIL 2, 1417; CIL 6, 
510; AE 1912, 106; AE 1937, 131; AE 1964, 131; AE 1964, 132; 
AE, 1988, 257; AE 1992, 285; AE 1999, 538). The individuals 
cited are predominantly the freedmen, and such their sta�
tus is listed in the inscriptions clearly. However, there are no 
examples of these magisters being listed as seviri at the sa�
me time. There are alternative interpretations of the letters 
MM found on epigraphic monuments from the Imperial 
period. In the cases where the relevant individuals were 
clearly identified as the magisters of certain gods (i.e. offici�
als at a temple, or performing another minor cult function, 
never a priestly one), their status had been the one of citi�
zens, freedmen or slaves. Their titles are listed as: magister 
mentis Bonae (CIL 10, 6512; AE 1912, 106; EDCS�44800354; 
EDCS�44800355), magister Martis (CIL 1, 1801), magister Mi�
nervalis (CIL 5, 7462; CIL 5, 7565). In the case of the Naronitan 
inscriptions, the abbreviation of MM cannot be interpreted 
in any such way, as the reasoning that led us to discard the 
possibility of a mention of magistri Mercuriales in Narona re�
main valid in this instance, too. Incidentally, in the case of 
the previously mentioned inscriptions, when a freedman is 
referred to as a magister (�mentis, �Martis, �Minervalis), this 
office is never tied to the office of a sevir. The magistri montis 
from Carnuntum, the officers of the sacred Carnuntian hill 
of Pfaffenberg (AE 1982, 777; AE 1982, 784; AE 1991, 1314), 
seem to share the same character, as in their specific local 
setting the stratum of magisters consisted of the veteran 
citizens of Rome. 
It has already been mentioned that, due to the above�
listed ambiguities, the abbreviation of MM is sometimes 
interpreted in an alternative fashion in the Clauss Slaby epi�
graphic collection, as a part of the IIIIIIviri ob honorem mo�
numenti syntax. Such an interpretation should be rejected, 
especially in reference to the CIL 3, 1801 inscription, where it 
would be rendered meaningless. For this reason, in the case 
of this inscription, as well as in several others, (HD053377; 
HD053386; HD053393; HD053394) the Heidelberg collec�
tion allows for the interpretation of magistri Mercuriales, 
already summarily disproved hereby. Moreover, such an 
inconsistency of epigraphic interpretations, applied to the 
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same context and the same type of monuments, cannot be 
construed as correspondent to the truth of the matter. 
The resolution proposed hereby is based on an entirely 
different proposition, suggesting that the letters of MM in�
dicate the context in which the offices of the seviri are atta�
ined, or the object of their referent activities. Specifically, 
the said syntax is to be interpreted as VIviri m(unicipibus) 
m(unicipii). The analogous epigraphic solutions may be 
found in numerous inscriptions in the province of Baetica, 
where it was customary for the city officials such as IIviri, ae�
diles, pontifices and others (CIL 2, 1074; CIL 1378; CIL 2, 1941; 
CIL 2�7, 56), to bear the “appendix“ of municipum municipii, 
emphasizing their function of magistrates of the municipal 
inhabitants, i.e. their competence over the municipes. In 
other words, the magistrates directed their actions towards 
the municipes. 
There are evident differences, however, between the Ba�
etican “control group“ and the Naronitan set. For instance, 
the abbreviation of MM appears in Narona only in referen�
ce to the freedmen seviri, i.e. there are no examples of its 
mention by citizens or citizen’s magistrates. Furthermore, 
the Baetican Flavian cities enjoyed the status of a municipi�
um, while Narona was a colony, rendering the mention of a 
municipium in Narona inappropriate at face value. Both of 
these potential objections may be discarded in the context 
of Medini’s emphasis of a specific and marked role that the 
freedmen played in Late Republic and Early Imperial Naro�
na (Medini 1980: 195–202). 
The inscription (CIL 3, 1820=8423) is illustrative of such 
a situation in Narona, where two individuals are mentioned 
as officials in each of the two municipal bodies (magistri 
Narone, quaestores), where one of them was a Roman citi�
zen and the other one a freedman: Q(uintus) Safinus Q(uinti) 
f(ilius) / Sex(tus) Marius L(uci) l(ibertus) / mag(istri) Naro(nae) 
/ Q(uintus) Marcius Q(uinti) f(ilius) / P(ublius) Annaeus Q(uinti) 
l(ibertus) Epic(adus) / q(uaestores) / tur(rim) fac(iendam) 
coir(averunt). Such an equal mention of two, legally quite di�
stinct social ranks indicates an exceptional political power 
the libertines enjoyed at the end of the 1st cent. BC, when 
Narona has had a quasi�municipal structure, i.e. when it 
appeared as a conventus civium Romanorum (Medini 1980: 
196). This political power stems from their economic stren�
gth, as part of the freedmen belonged to senatorial families 
(Medini 1980: 195–197; Glavičić 2002: 573–590). The freed�
men, who served as magistrates alongside the citizens in 
this period, failed to utilize the abbreviation of MM because 
it was understood that both had competence over the en�
tire, unitary Narona, designed as a Republican convent, as 
clearly listed in the inscription CIL 3, 1820=8423: magistri Na�
ronae. Medini inferred that, following the establishment of 
coloniae civium Romanorum, two phenomena were taking 
place: the descendants of the freedmen attained the status 
of the citizen and proceeded to constitute a significant part 
of citizen quattuorviri of the new colony, while the new co�
horts of the freedmen were excluded from the collegia of 
the municipal administration. The constitution of the sevi�
rate model, apparent in the entire Empire (Ross Taylor 1914: 
231–235; Duhtoy 1976: 171–172; Buonopane 2001: 339–341; 
Buchi 2002: 67), represents an attempt at compensation of 
nim natpisima u provinciji Betici gdje je uobičajeno da grad�
ski dužnosnici, IIviri, aediles, pontifices i drugi (CIL 2, 1074; CIL 
1378; CIL 2, 1941; CIL 2�7, 56), nose „dodatak” municipum 
municipii kojim se nagla�ava da su oni magistrati stanov�
nika municipija, tj. da imaju nadležnost nad onima koji su 
municipes. Drugim riječima, magistrati usmjeravaju svoje 
djelovanje prema municipes. 
Evidentno je, međutim, da se betička „kontrolna grupa” 
djelomice razlikuje u odnosu na naronitansku. Tako se krati�
ca MM u Naroni javlja samo uz oslobođeničke sevire, tj. ne�
mamo primjera da bi je iskazivali građani odnosno građan�
ski magistrati. Također, status betičkih flavijevskih gradova 
jest status municipija, a onaj Narone status kolonije, pa bi se 
formula sa spomenom municipija u Naroni na prvi pogled 
činila neprikladnom. Oba problema možemo rije�iti imamo 
li na umu Medinijevo nagla�avanje specifične i izrazite ulo�
ge oslobođenika u kasnorepublikanskoj i ranocarskoj Naro�
ni (Medini 1980: 195–202). 
Ilustrativan je za situaciju u Naroni natpis (CIL 3, 
1820=8423) na kojem se spominju po dvije osobe u dva 
gradska tijela (magistri Narone, quaestores), a u svakom od 
njih jedna je osoba bila rimski građanin, a druga oslobo�
đenik: Q(uintus) Safinus Q(uinti) f(ilius) / Sex(tus) Marius L(uci) 
l(ibertus) / mag(istri) Naro(nae) / Q(uintus) Marcius Q(uinti) 
f(ilius) / P(ublius) Annaeus Q(uinti) l(ibertus) Epic(adus) / 
q(uaestores) / tur(rim) fac(iendam) coir(averunt). Takva izjed�
načenost dvaju, pravno različitih, dru�tvenih slojeva govo�
ri o iznimnoj političkoj moći libertina sredinom 1. st. pr. Kr. 
u vrijeme kada Narona ima kvazimunicipalno ustrojstvo, 
tj. kada se javlja kao conventus civium Romanorum (Medi�
ni 1980: 196). Politička moć proizlazi iz njihove ekonomske 
snage; naime, dio oslobođenika pripadao je senatorskim 
obiteljima (Medini 1980: 195–197; Glavičić 2002: 573–590). 
Oslobođenici koji su u tom vremenu magistrati zajedno s 
građanima, nisu stavljali kraticu MM jer se podrazumijevalo 
da su i jedni i drugi dužnosnici nad cijelom, jedinstvenom 
Naronom, oblikovanom u republikanski konvent, upravo 
kako stoji na natpisu CIL 3, 1820=8423: magistri Naronae. 
Medini dokazuje da se nakon konstituiranja coloniae civium 
Romanorum odvijaju dva fenomena: potomci oslobođenika 
stječu građansko pravo i čine važan udio među građanskim 
kvatuorvirima nove kolonije, a novi sloj oslobođenika izba�
čen je iz kolegija gradske uprave. Način na koji su oni nado�
knadili dru�tvenu poziciju izgubljenu u gradskoj vlasti zbog 
restriktivne legislativne aktivnosti, tj. provođenja lex Iulia 
municipalis (Lepore 2010: 130), bio je stvaranje seviratskog 
modela koji uočavamo u cijelom Carstvu (Ross Taylor 1914: 
231–235; Duhtoy 1976: 171–172; Buonopane 2001: 339–341; 
Buchi 2002: 67). Sevirsko tijelo čine najugledniji, znači i naj�
bogatiji pojedinci oslobođeničkog sloja, koji, bez obzira 
na njihovu gospodarsku snagu i moć koje su posjedovali 
u doba konventa, vi�e ne participiraju u građanskim magi�
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a loss of the social position, caused by the introduction of 
restrictive legislation, i.e. lex Iulia municipalis (Lepore 2010: 
130). The sevirate body consisted of the most respected and 
the most affluent individuals from the freedmen stratum, 
who, regardless of their economic strength and the power 
they enjoyed during the convent, were no longer eligible 
to participate in the municipal magistratures. In accordance 
with the mechanisms of the stratified Roman society, they 
proceeded to create a new body for their own estate inste�
ad. The individuals holding magistrate offices constituted a 
very shallow upper stratum of freedmen in the Republican 
period. With the introduction of the principate, the freed�
men elite of the Empire achieved unprecedented influen�
ce and riches. Some among them were more affluent than 
Crassus, the richest Senator of the Republic, and served as 
moneylenders to the Emperors themselves (Millar 2001: 69).
In the newly established colony of Narona, the inscrip�
tions stemming from the last decades of the 1st cent. BC 
and from the very beginning of the 1st cent. AD, the intro�
duction of the listing of m(unicipibus) m(unicipii) is used to 
emphasize the link between the seviri and the preceding 
convent (we may propose the appellation of conventus ve�
tus municipum Naronae). Although the freedmen seviri have 
no more competence (potestas) over citizens, their activities 
are directed towards the citizen stratum as well, meaning 
that their munificence, honorificence, and other beneficen�
ce served the common good, i.e. represented the benefit 
for all the municipes, citizens and freedmen alike.
The term of municipes utilized in the abbreviation cle�
arly subsumes not only citizens, but all free inhabitants of 
the municipium. In the numerous inscriptions citing decuri�
ones, seviri and Augustales, the term of municipes signifies all 
other free inhabitants not members of the specifically men�
tioned bodies or social strata. For instance: …centumviri et 
seviri et Augustales et municipes intramurani… (CIL 11, 3808, 
Veii); …decurionibus HS XII dedit item municipibus et incolis 
HS IIII nummum… (AE 1948, 84). The alternative interpretati�
on of the mentioned category of inhabitants would indicate 
that, within the framework of the new legal environment of 
Narona, the freedmen seviri were the ones to ban their own 
estate from public agency. This is substantiated by the quo�
tation from the legal author Ulpian in Digestae, 50, 1,27: Ei�
us, qui manumisit, municeps est manumissus, non domicilium 
eius, sed patriam secutus. Et si patronum habeat duarum civi�
tatium municipem, per manumissionem earundem civitatium 
erit municeps; as well as from the Sententiae of Julius Paulus 
in Digestae, 50, 1,22,2: Municipes sunt liberti et in eo loco ubi 
ipsi domicilium sua voluntate tulerunt. In consequence, the 
term of municipes in the colony of Narona clearly encom�
passed the freedmen and citizens. The formula of munici�
pes municipii seems to have represented a passive category 
(municipibus municipii), delineating the object of magistra�
tes’ actions in the Naronitan inscriptions, as we explained 
above. In Baetican inscriptions, this formula delineated 
whose magistrates were those (municipum municipii). The 
same formula was utilized in the third distinct fashion in the 
inscriptions from other parts of the Empire, as a signifier of 
an active category of inhabitants (municipes municipii), tho�
se who actively carry out specific actions. One of numerous 
straturama nego, u skladu s mehanizmima rimskoga strati�
ficiranog dru�tva, stvaraju novo tijelo vezano uz vlastiti sloj. 
Tanak, gornji sloj oslobođenika jo� je u doba Republike tvo�
rio ljude od povjerenja magistrata. Uvođenjem principata 
oslobođenička je vrhu�ka Carstva postala strahovito utje�
cajna i bogata. Pojedinci su bili imućniji od Krasa, najboga�
tijeg senatora Republike, a novac su posuđivali i carevima 
(Millar 2001: 69).
U novokonstituiranoj koloniji Naroni, na natpisima iz po�
sljednjih desetljeća 1. st. pr. Kr. i na samom početku 1. st. 
po Kr., navođenjem oznake m(unicipibus) m(unicipii) ističe se 
veza sevira sa starijim konventom (možemo ga nazvati con�
ventus vetus municipum Naronae). Premda oslobođenički 
seviri nemaju vi�e ovlasti (potestas) nad građanima, njihova 
aktivnost usmjerena je i prema građanskom sloju, odnosno 
njihove munificijencije, honorificencije i druge beneficije 
bile su na dobrobit svima koji su municipes, i građana i oslo�
bođenika.
Riječ municipes upotrijebljena u sintagmi evidentno ne 
označava samo građane nego sve slobodne stanovnike gra�
da. U brojnim natpisima na kojima se navode decuriones, se�
viri i Augustales, nazivom municipes označavaju se svi ostali 
slobodni građani koji nisu pripadnici nekog od prethodno 
nabrojenih tijela ili dru�tvenih redova. Npr.: …centumviri et 
seviri et Augustales et municipes intramurani… (CIL 11, 3808, 
Veii); …decurionibus HS XII dedit item municipibus et incolis HS 
IIII nummum… (AE 1948, 84). Ako drugačije protumačimo tu 
kategoriju stanovnika, onda bi u novoj pravnoj konstelaciji 
u Naroni bilo nemoguće objasniti da su oslobođenički seviri 
isključili vlastiti oslobođenički sloj iz prostora djelovanja. To 
potkrepljujemo navodom pravnog autora Ulpijana, zabilje�
ženim u Digestama, 50, 1,27: Eius, qui manumisit, municeps 
est manumissus, non domicilium eius, sed patriam secutus. Et 
si patronum habeat duarum civitatium municipem, per ma�
numissionem earundem civitatium erit municeps (Od onog 
koji oslobađa, slobodni sugrađanin ne nasljeđuje njegovo 
prebivali�te nego domovinu. Ako je patron građanin u dvije 
zajednice, oslobođenik će manumisijom biti municeps istih 
zajednica); kao i navodom iz Paulovih Sentencija, Digeste, 50, 
1,22,2: Municipes sunt liberti et in eo loco ubi ipsi domicilium 
sua voluntate tulerunt (Municipes su slobodni i u tom mje�
stu vlastitom voljom nositelji su prebivali�ta). S tim u skladu, 
termin municipes u koloniji Naroni obuhvaća oslobođenike i 
građane. Formula municipes municipii za koju smo naveli da 
je na natpisima iz Narone pasivna kategorija (municipibus 
municipii) na koju se djelovanje magistrata odnosi, na nat�
pisima iz Betike označava čiji su to magistrati (municipum 
municipii), a također se koristi i na treći način na natpisima 
iz drugih dijelova Carstva, kao oznaka za aktivnu kategoriju 
stanovnika (municipes municipii), onih koji poduzimaju ne�
kakvu akciju. Jedan od brojnih primjera gdje slobodno sta�
novni�tvo (municipes) usmjerava svoju akciju vidimo na nat�
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examples of an utilization delineating self�directed activity 
of the free inhabitants (municipes) is evident from the ins�
cription in the Etruscan Veii (CIL 11, 3797): M(arco) Herennio / 
M(arci) f(ilio) Picenti co(n)s(ule) / municipes municipi(i) / Augu�
sti Veientis / intramurani / patrono / [�����].
The utilization of the term of m(unicipibus) m(unicipii) 
indicates an attempt by the freedmen seviri to preserve 
the privileges gained in the context of the previous con�
vent in the context of the new colony, when confronted 
with Italic newcomers, the colonists with the citizen status. 
The Roman epigraphic material maps the relations betwe�
en social groups consistently. The difference between the 
old, established inhabitants and those newly arrived from 
elsewhere is delineated clearly. Among hundreds examples 
of such a distinction, four representative ones are cited he�
reby: qui Antiochensis coloniae aut coloni aut incolae sunt (AE 
1997, 1482 = EDCS 12700147), civi, municipes et incolae (CIL 2, 
1054), ab eo qui eius municipii municipes incolave erit (CIL 2, 
1964), and cives Singilienses et incolae (CIL 2�5, 790). The diffe�
rence between the citizens with their municipal council, 
and the remaining free inhabitants (citizens and freedmen) 
was also highlighted, as evident from the Capena inscrip�
tion: …ob honorem sacerdotalem / honestissimis caerimoniis 
/ praebitum decuriones / item municipes / et postea sacerdoti 
Veneris / bis epulum et sportulas decur(ionibus) / et municipi�
bus praebuit / l(ocus) d(atus) d(ecreto) d(ecurionum)... (AE 1982, 
267). Such a segregation and discrimination in everyday life 
is well reflected in the laws of lex Roscia and lex Iulia thea�
tralis, that regulate the access to seating at public plays and 
spectacles (Rawson 1987: 102), and which stem from the 
deeply rooted Roman virtue of respect (verecundia) towards 
those in higher social positions. 
This regulatory activity represents a part of August’s 
fundamental reform of the Roman society. The pattern of 
the relationship between the citizen and freedmen ordo 
follow the blueprint of August’s regulation of the provinci�
al bureaucracy. Utilizing more political than administrative 
measures, the Emperor replaced the old Republican admi�
nistrative system with the new one in the Imperial provin�
ces, whereby the senatorial legates represented August, in 
his competence of a proconsul. While the tax collection in 
the senatorial provinces was carried out by the senatorial 
questors of the Republican type, in the Imperial ones this 
work was delegated to the procurators of the equestrian 
class, and to those from the ranks of the freedmen, who 
acted as a sort of August’s private entrepreneurs. As this 
role during the reign of Augustus became more and more 
defined as that of an official magistrate, the equestrian pro�
curators squeezed the freedmen out of those offices incre�
asingly during the first century (Weaver 1965: 465; Eck 2007: 
98). When Dalmatia was awarded the status of an imperial 
province, the similar process began to take place in the mu�
nicipal administration of Narona as well. The descendants 
of the republican freedmen made a part of new citizen ma�
gistrates of Narona, and were joined there by the newco�
mers, i.e. the Italian colonists who constituted the colony. 
The new freedmen, however, were precluded from partici�
pating in the municipal administration from that point on. 
Chronologically, the inscription of CIL 3, 1769 represen�
pisu iz Veja u Etruriji (CIL 11, 3797): M(arco) Herennio / M(arci) 
f(ilio) Picenti co(n)s(ule) / municipes municipi(i) / Augusti Veien�
tis / intramurani / patrono / [�����].
Uporaba izraza m(unicipibus) m(unicipii) manifestira po�
ku�aj da oslobođenički seviri u novoj koloniji zadrže privile�
gije iz starog konventa u odnosu na prido�lice Italike, kolo�
niste građanskog statusa. Rimska epigrafička građa uvijek 
preslikava odnose između dru�tvenih grupa. Jasno se pravi 
razlika između staroga, etabliranog stanovni�tva i onih ko�
ji se u grad naseljavaju sa strane, koji su prido�lice. Za ilu�
straciju navodimo četiri reprezentativna, između stotina 
primjera distinkcije: qui Antiochensis coloniae aut coloni aut 
incolae sunt (AE 1997, 1482 = EDCS 12700147), civi, municipes 
et incolae (CIL 2, 1054), ab eo qui eius municipii municipes in�
colave erit (CIL 2, 1964) i cives Singilienses et incolae (CIL 2�5, 
790). Isto tako, pravi se razlika između građana s njihovim 
gradskim vijećem i preostaloga slobodnog stanovni�tva 
(građana i oslobođenika) kao �to vidimo na primjeru natpi�
sa iz Kapene: …ob honorem sacerdotalem / honestissimis cae�
rimoniis / praebitum decuriones / item municipes / et postea 
sacerdoti Veneris / bis epulum et sportulas decur(ionibus) / et 
municipibus praebuit / l(ocus) d(atus) d(ecreto) d(ecurionum)... 
(AE 1982, 267). U svakodnevnom životu takva segregacija i 
diskriminacija naročito se dobro očituje u zakonima lex Ros�
cia i lex Iulia theatralis kroz koje su regulirana mjesta sjede�
nja na javnim igrama i predstavama (Rawson 1987: 102), a 
proistječu iz duboko ukorijenjene rimske vrline respektira�
nja (verecundia) onih na vi�em položaju. 
Ovaj segment zakonskog djelovanja dio je Augustove 
temeljite reforme rimskog dru�tva. Odnosi građanskog i 
oslobođeničkog orda u Naroni slijede također trendove iz 
Augustove regulacije provincijske birokracije. U imperijal�
nim provincijama car je, vi�e političkim nego administrativ�
nim mjerama, stari republikanski sustav upravljanja zamije�
nio novim, u kojem senatorski legati zastupaju Augusta koji 
ima prokonzularne ovlasti. Umjesto senatorskim kvestorima 
republikanskog tipa kojima je povjereno skupljanje poreza 
u senatskim provincijama, taj posao u carskim provincija�
ma povjeren je prokuratorima iz vite�ke klase i oslobođe�
nicima koji su djelovali kao neka vrsta Augustovih privatnih 
poduzetnika. Kada oni bivaju shvaćeni kao službeni magi�
strati, vite�ki prokuratori, počev�i jo� u Augustovo doba, 
postupno kroz cijelo prvo stoljeće potiskuju oslobođenike 
iz takvih službi (Weaver 1965: 465; Eck 2007: 98) Nakon pre�
tvaranja Dalmacije u imperijalnu provinciju, slično se zbiva 
u municipalnoj upravi Narone. Dio novih građanskih magi�
strata Narone potomci su republikanskih oslobođenika, a 
njima se u obna�anju vlasti pridružuju i do�ljaci, odnosno 
italski kolonisti koji su konstituirali koloniju. Novi oslobođe�
nici, međutim, vi�e nisu smjeli sudjelovati u gradskoj upravi.
Kronolo�ki reper upotrebe kratice MM mogao bi biti 
natpis CIL 3, 1769 kojeg sevir Gaj Julije Marcijal, oslobođenik 
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ted perhaps the date for the use of the MM abbreviation. 
In it, sevir Caius Iulius Martialis, the freedman of Macrinus, 
dedicates to the still living Emperor August, i.e. at some po�
int before the Emperor’s death in the 14 AD Martial’s patron 
seems to have been a freedman as well, as made evident 
by the fact that Martial’s libertine mark is accompanied by 
his patron’s cognomen. The same Gaius Julius Martial is al�
most certainly the very person mentioned in the sepulchral 
inscription of CIL 3, 1833 with the only difference that the 
praenomen of the patron (Caius) is listed, instead of his co�
gnomen. Furthermore, the monument lists the sevir functi�
on only, with no reference to the MM, for the reasons discu�
ssed above. Without a doubt, the line of the emancipation 
stemmed from the Caesar’s family, making it easier to un�
derstand the private dedication to the living Emperor Au�
gust. In other words, the dedication of Augusto sacrum is not 
to be linked to any subsequent Emperor in this case. The so�
mewhat more recent inscriptions, such as those dedicated 
to Divo Augusto that could not have been executed earlier 
than the reign of Tiberius, still may contain the abbreviation 
of MM (CIL 3, 1770).
Medini’s interpretation, based on the proposed existen�
ce of a dual municipality, i.e. of a group of inhabitants of 
the convent, and of a group of colonists, is partly consistent 
with the concept of dual tribus in Salona, attributed by Suić 
to the legacy of a pre�colonial municipality in Salona, as 
confirmed by Caesar’s reference to cives Romani qui Salo�
nis consistunt (Caes, bell. civ. III, 9). This pseudo�municipa�
lity survived in the newly�founded colony (Suić 1958: 13).
The “dual“ municipality may also be discerned in Hispania, 
with the Flavian municipality of liberi Sin(i)giliensis, where, in 
addition to the ordo Sinigiliensis the ordo Sinigiliensis vetus 
could also be found, clearly rooted in the older, pre�Flavian 
times (CIL 2�5, 792; CIL 2�5, 794; Revel 2013: 242–243). 
The dual municipalities in the Empire, regardless of the 
reasons for their existence and regardless of whether they 
co�existed, are well documented, such as in Thamugadium 
AE 1989, 982 and CIL 8, 2392 (patrono coloniae et municipi res 
publica coloniae Thamugadensium decreto decurionum).
We believe that Suić inferred correctly the existence 
of two inhabitant groups in Salona (an older one and the 
newcomers), but their existence cannot be proven by the 
coexistence of the municipal bodies of quattuorviri (allege�
dly the older form of a magistrate body) and duoviri (a more 
recent form). Those represent magistratures held, from one 
municipality to another, by varying numbers of individuals. 
The variations in number of individuals holding these offi�
ces seems to be subject to general trends, not to one or the 
other form of municipal structure. In Salona itself, there is 
no confirmation of a simultaneous existence of IIviri and IIII�
viri (Zaninović 1973: 499–502; Bekavac 2015: 12–13), leading 
us to the conclusion that this was a matter of a simple chan�
ge of number of individuals serving in the body, regardless 
of the legal status of the municipium. Vittinghoff (1977: 8) 
found the evidence of quattuorviri quite late, in the case 
of the municipality of Septimium, where IIIIviri were still in 
evidence at the turn of the 2nd to the 3rd cent. AD. The same 
author also questioned the feasibility of determining of the 
timeline of the constitution of colonies in the province of 
Makrina, posvećuje jo� živomu caru Augustu, tj. prije njego�
ve smrti 14. godine 1. st. Marcijalov patron bio je također 
oslobođenik, �to je vidljivo iz činjenice da uz Marcijalovu 
libertinsku oznaku stoji patronov kognomen. Na nadgrob�
nom natpisu CIL 3, 1833 gotovo sigurno spominje se ta ista 
osoba Gaj Julije Marcijal, samo �to je naveden prenomen 
patrona (Caius), a ne kognomen. Također, na tom nadgrob�
nom spomeniku izostala su slova MM i donosi se samo se�
virska funkcija, zbog razloga koje smo naveli u raspravi. Bez 
ikakve dvojbe, linija oslobađanja ima korijene u Cezarovoj 
obitelji, stoga je lak�e razumjeti ovu privatnu posvetu ži�
vućem caru Augustu, odnosno posvetu Augusto sacrum u 
ovom slučaju ne treba vezivati uz nekoga kasnijeg cara. Na 
ne�to kasnijim natpisima, npr. na onom s posvetom Divo 
Augusto koji nije mogao nastati prije Tiberijeva razdoblja, 
jo� uvijek se javlja kratica MM (CIL 3, 1770).
Medinijeva interpretacija koja uključuje postojanje neke 
vrste dvojnog municipaliteta, tj. grupe stanovnika konven�
ta i grupe kolonista, djelomice je sukladna s razmi�ljanjem 
o dvojnim tribusima u Saloni koje Suić tumači postojanjem 
pretkolonijalnog municipaliteta u Saloni, potvrđenog kod 
Cezara sintagmom cives Romani qui Salonis consistunt (Ca�
es, bell. civ. III, 9). Pseudomunicipalitet retardira i u novoo�
snovanoj koloniji (Suić 1958: 13). „Dvostruku” municipalnost 
prepoznali smo i u Hispaniji; reprezentativan primjer jest 
flavijevski municipium liberi Sin(i)giliensis u kojem uz ordo Si�
nigiliensis postoji i ordo Sinigiliensis vetus, očito s korijenima 
u starijem, predflavijevskom vremenu (CIL 2�5, 792; CIL 2�5, 
794; Revel 2013: 242–243). 
O dvojnim municipalitetima u Carstvu, bez obzira na to 
koji su razlozi doveli do takvog stanja i egzistiraju li oni isto�
dobno ili je riječ o nekakvim retardacijama, svjedoče mnogi 
natpisi, npr. u Tamugadiju AE 1989, 982 i CIL 8, 2392 (patrono 
coloniae et municipi res publica coloniae Thamugadensium 
decreto decurionum).
Držimo da je Suić dobro uočio postojanje dviju grupa 
stanovni�tva u Saloni (starije i doseljeničke), samo �to ih ne 
možemo dokazivati kroz pojavu municipalnih tijela kvatu�
orvira (tobože starijeg oblika magistratskog tijela) i duovi�
ra (mlađeg oblika). To su magistrature u kojima broj ljudi 
varira od grada do grada i eventualno se mijenja radi ne�
kih općih tendencija, a ne zbog tobožnje veze s nekim od 
ova dva oblika municipalnog organiziranja. U samoj Saloni 
dosad nije potvrđeno da se IIviri i IIIIviri javljaju istodobno 
(Zaninović 1973: 499–502; Bekavac 2015: 12–13), pa se čini 
da je jednostavno do�lo do promjene broja ljudi u tom ti�
jelu, neovisno o pravnom statusu grada. Da se kvatuorvi�
ri mogu javiti i jako kasno dokazao je Vittinghoff (1977: 8) 
na primjeru municipija Septimium, u kojem IIIIviri postoje 
na prijelazu iz 2. u 3. st. Njegova kritika usmjerena je i na 
mogućnost kronolo�kog određenja konstitucije kolonija u 
provinciji Dalmaciji na osnovi postojanja dvaju tribusa koje 
SILVIA BEKAVAC, ŽELJKO MILETIĆ, TO THE INHABITANTS OF NARONA – MUNICIPIBUS MUNICIPII, PRIL. INST. ARHEOL. ZAGREBU, 33/2016, P. 237–246
245
Suić također povezuje uz dva oblika organiziranja građana 
u Saloni (Suić 1958: 17–22). Zaključimo da u najranije carsko 
doba u kolonijama na istočnoj obali Jadrana ne egzistiraju 
usporedno dva municipaliteta premda je postojanje dviju 
gradskih grupacija slobodnog stanovni�tva, onih vezanih 
uz stariji konvent i doseljenih kolonista, uobičajena pojava.
Naveli smo da je u provinciji Betici formula municeps mu�
nicipii označavala zakonski autoritet nad slobodnim stanov�
ni�tvom, odnosno vlast (potestas) nad gradom u cijelosti. U 
Betici se jednim zakonom lex Flavia Malacitana ustrojio velik 
broj gradova (CIL 2, 1963; CIL 2, 1964; EDCS�20200002; Lepo�
re 2010: 202). Kako se u njegovu tekstu zakona o betičkim 
municipijima sustavno i masovno navodi formula municeps 
municipii u raznim varijantama, betički magistrati, čak i oslo�
bođenički seviri, slijede taj obrazac i preslikavaju ga na ka�
menim spomenicima, premda se podrazumijeva da dužno�
snici zakonski posjeduju takve ovlasti. Inače je bila uvriježe�
na praksa da se svakom gradu pojedinačno daje lex data pri 
osnutku (Mousourakis 2007: 210), pa u drugim gradovima, 
izvan Betike, nije bilo univerzalnoga tekstualnog obrasca s 
„nametnutim” izrazom municeps municipii. Zbog toga se on 
ne navodi uz titule građanskih magistrata. Seviri u Naroni 
nemaju zakonsku ingerenciju nad ukupnim stanovni�tvom 
kao građanski magistrati nego ističu da je njihov benefici�
jarski angažman, kakav je uvriježen za libertinska tijela u 
cijelom Carstvu (CIL 10, 1881: ob perpetuam et plurifariam 
munificentiam; AE 2008, 416: ob plurima beneficia) usmjeren 
na njih. Stoga smo predložili razrje�enje kratice MM s mu�
nicipibus municipii, u smislu „za stanovnike Narone”, za one 
koji uživaju te dobrobiti. Paradoksalno, takav je iskaz poslje�
dica sužavanja nadležnosti oslobođeničkih tijela u odnosu 
na pretkolonijalno vrijeme, odnosno potrebe libertina da 
sačuvaju posebni dru�tveni položaj u Naroni. 
Generaciju kasnije, do sredine 1. st., nestala je klasa 
oslobođenika starog konventa, njihovi potomci postali su 
integralni dio građanskog sloja, a novi oslobođenici bivaju 
manumisirani od strane „običnih” građana kolonije, ne vi�e 
od moćnih senatora. Građanski sloj sada ima ekskluzivno 
pravo upravljanja, nestao je model uprave grada podijelje�
ne između dviju grupa formiranih na početku poleogeneze, 
a seviri koji su potpuno izgubili sponu s izvr�nom vlasti po�
stupno izostavljaju oznaku MM na spomenicima.
     
  
Dalmatia on the basis of the existence of two tribuses, as 
proposed by Suić and associated with the two types of mu�
nicipal structure in Salona (Suić 1958: 17–22). We may well 
conclude that, in the earliest Imperial period, there is no 
evidence of a parallel existence of two municipalities, alt�
hough the existence of two groupings of municipal free in�
habitants, one tied to the older convent and the other con�
sisting of the newly settled colonists, seems to represent a 
common occurrence. 
It has been mentioned that, in the province of Baetica, 
the formula of municeps municipii delineated a legal autho�
rity over free inhabitants, i.e. the power (potestas) over the 
municipality as a whole. By virtue of a single law, lex Flavia 
Malacitana, a large number of municipalities were establis�
hed in Baetica (CIL 2, 1963; CIL 2, 1964; EDCS�20200002; Le�
pore 2010: 202). As the text of the law utilizes the formula of 
municeps municipii in its various variants systematically and 
repeatedly, the Baetican magistrates, including the freed 
seviri, follow this pattern and copy it to various stone mo�
numents, although it is understood that only the officials 
have such a competence. In contrast, the standard practi�
ce dictated that each municipality be awarded a lex at the 
establishment (Mousourakis 2007: 210), so the other muni�
cipalities outside Baetica did not necessarily follow an “obli�
gatory“ single textual pattern, which included the appella�
tion of municeps municipii. For this reason, this appellation 
is absent from the titles of decurional magistrates. The seviri 
in Narona did not have the legal competence over the en�
tire population as the decurional magistrates do. Instead, 
they tended to emphasize that their office was directed at 
the population as a form of a public benefit, similarly to the 
offices carried out by libertine bodies Empire�wide (CIL 10, 
1881: ob perpetuam et plurifariam munificentiam; AE 2008, 
416: ob plurima beneficia). For this reason, we hereby propo�
se the interpretation of the abbreviation of MM as municipi�
bus municipii, meaning “to the inhabitants of Narona“, those 
who enjoy these benefits. Paradoxically, this expression re�
sulted from the reduction of competencies of freedmen’s 
bodies in comparison to the pre�colonial times, i.e. from the 
desire of the libertines to preserve their special social posi�
tion in Narona. 
One generation later, by the end of the 1st cent. AD, the 
class of freedmen under the old convent disappeared. The�
ir descendants had become an integral part of the citizen 
class, and the new freedmen were being manumitted by 
the “ordinary” citizens, not just by powerful senators any 
more. The citizen class now held the exclusive administrati�
ve powers, and the model of administration shared by two 
groups formed at the beginning of poleogenesis became 
extinct. The seviri, their ties to the executive power now 
completely severed, abstain from any further mention of 
MM in their monuments.
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